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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the annendment filed 6/16/2005. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-12 and 15-24 have been examined and are pending in the 
application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The claim language in the following claim is not clearly understood: 

As per claim 15, it is unclear whether "the framework" (line 1) refers 
to the bytecode framework or the intermediate language code framework of claim 12. 
Correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Clainns 1-3, 5-12 and 15-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Desrochers U.S Patent No. 6,553,405 in view of Helgeson U.S Pub. 
No. 2002/0073236, and further in view of Admitted Prior Arts (APA). 

As to claim 1, Desrochers teaches a method comprising receiving an initial code 
associated with a first system (web browser receiving byte code from the web server, 
lines 29-58 column 4), the initial code including a reference to a referenced class (the 
main Java class holds references to the other classes, lines 39-40 column 4); 

converting the initial code to a converted code (the Web browser converts the 
byte code into the requested Java classes usable by the applet, lines 6-8 column 5) 
capable of execution on a second system (web browser hosting applets and providing 
them with an execution environment, lines 28-30 column 2); 

executing the converted code on the second system (applets being executed on 
the web browser, lines 38-55 column 2); 

detecting a need for the referenced class during execution of the converted code 
on the second system (a typical applet running in the execution environment of the Web 
browser might require at some point in its life to load a new Java class in order to 
continue its normal operation, lines 38-41 column 2); 

loading the referenced class into memory accessible by the second system (the 
browser includes an integrated class loader which then converts the byte code stream 
into a Java class directly usable by the applet, lines 50-55 column 2). 

Desrochers does. not explicitly teach the first system is a bytecode framework 
and the second system is an intermediate language code framework. 
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Helgeson teaches (paragraph 001 1 page 1 to paragraph 0017 page 2) the 
advantages of a network system wherein data communication between two systems is 
being done when the two systenns are being implemented in two different frameworks. 
The system allows data objects from a first framework to be imported to a second 
framework wherein the data objects from the first framework is being translated so it 
could be executable on the second framework. It would have been obvious to apply the 
teachings of Helgeson to the system of Desrochers because this allows data object 
communication between two different frameworks as disclosed by Helgeson. 

Both Desrochers reference (lines 39-40 column 4) and Helgeson reference 
(paragraph 001 1 page 1) disclose the frameworks are implemented in object-oriented 
programming. However, these references do not teach the frameworks are bytecode 
and intermediate language code frameworks. APA teaches (15-23 page 2) bytecode 
and intermediate language code frameworks are well known object-oriented 
frameworks. It would have been obvious to apply the teachings of APA to the system of 
Desrochers as modified because such teaching is well known in the art. The system of 
Desrochers as modified by Helgeson and APA would include data communication 
between a bytecode framework and an intermediate language code framework. 

As to claim 2, Desrochers as modified further teaches the initial code comprises 
an applet (load the main Java class of the applet, line 39 column 4). 

As to claim 3, Desrochers as modified further teaches creating a reference type 
for the referenced class (package named se.ericsson.xxx and se.ericsson.ldap, lines 
51-53 column 4). 
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As to claim 5. Desrochers as modified further teaches converting the referenced 
class code to a converted class code (the Web browser converts the byte code into the 
requested Java classes usable by the applet, lines 6-8 column 5) capable of execution 
on the intermediate language code framework (web browser hosting applets and 
providing them with an execution environment, lines 28-30 column 2). 

As to claim 6, Desrochers as modified further teaches executing the converted 
referenced class code on the intermediate language code framework (applets being 
executed on the web browser, lines 38-55 column 2). 

As to claim 7, it is a computer readable medium claim of claim 1 . Therefore, it is 
rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

As to claim 8, it is a method claim of claims 1 and 4-5. Therefore, it is rejected 
for the same reasons as claims 1 and 4-5 above. 

As to claims 9-11, they are method claims of claims 2, 6 and 3, respectively. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 2, 6 and 3 above. 

As to claim 12, Desrochers teaches a user system (user system 12, Fig. 1) 
comprising: 

an applet class loader (integrated applet class loader, lines 50-53 column 2); 
a converter (converts, line 51 column 2); 

a first system (applets being executed on the web browser, lines 38-55 column 
2), wherein the converter converts code (the Web browser converts the byte code into 
the requested Java classes usable by the applet, lines 6-8 column 5) associated with 
second system (web server, lines 29-58 column 4) to a converted code capable of 
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execution on the first system (applets being executed on the web browser, lines 38-55 
column 2). 

Desrochers does not explicitly the systems are bytecode and intermediate 
language code frameworks. 

Helgeson teaches (paragraph 001 1 page 1 to paragraph 0017 page 2) the 
advantages of a network system wherein data communication between two systems is 
being done when the two systems are being implemented in two different frameworks. 
The system allows data objects from a first framework to be imported to a second 
framework wherein the data objects from the first framework is being translated so it 
could be executable on the second framework. It would have been obvious to apply the 
teachings of Helgeson to the system of Desrochers because this allows data object 
communication between two different frameworks as disclosed by Helgeson. 

Both Desrochers reference (lines 39-40 column 4) and Helgeson reference 
(paragraph 001 1 page 1 ) disclose the frameworks are implemented in object-oriented 
programming. However, these references do not teach the frameworks are bytecode 
and intermediate language code frameworks. APA teaches (15-23 page 2) bytecode 
and intermediate language code frameworks are well known object-oriented 
frameworks. It would have been obvious to apply the teachings of APA to the system of 
Desrochers as modified because such teaching is well known in the art. The system of 
Desrochers as modified by Helgeson and APA would include data communication 
between a bytecode framework and an intermediate language code framework. 
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As to claim 15, Desrochers as modified further teaches a runtime engine (applet 
running within the web browser, lines 38-41 column 2). 

As to claim 16, Desrochers as modified further teaches the intermediate 
language code framework comprises an application domain (web browser, line 39 
column 2; software application programs running on one machine, lines 9-10 column 1). 

As to claim 17, Desrochers as modified further teaches the intermediate 
language code framework comprises a dynamic assembly (the applet requires 
additional Java classes at that time or on a per-demand basis during the full life of the 
applet, lines 9-12 column 5). 

As to claim 18, it is a system claim of claim 1 . Therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reasons as claim 1 above. 

As to claims 19-21, they are system claims of claims 1,12 and 15, respectively. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1,12 and 15 above. 

As to claim 22, Desrochers further teaches a browser (web browser, line 39 
column 2). 

As to claim 23, it is a system claim of claim 2. Therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reasons as claim 2 above. 

As to claim 24, it is a method claim of claims 1-2. Therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reasons as claims 1-2 above. 



Response to Arguments 
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5. Applicanf s arguments filed 6/16/2005 have been fully considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) rejection. 

Applicant's arguments presented issues which required the Examiner to further 
view the previous rejection. The Examiner conducted a further search regarding the 
issues mentioned in Applicant's response. Therefore, all arguments regarding the cited 
references of the previous rejection are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andy Ho whose telephone number is (571) 272-3762. 
A voice mail service is also available for this number. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIM) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or' Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2100. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Or fax to: 

• AFTER-FINAL faxes must be signed and sent to (571 ) 273 - 8300. 

• OFFICAL faxes must be signed and sent to (571 ) 273 - 8300. 

• NON OFFICAL faxes should not be signed, please send to (571 ) 273 - 3762 

A.H 

September 2, 2005 / m 
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